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REMARKS 

Claims 1-21 are currently pending in the subject application, and are presently under 
consideration. Claims 1-21 are rejected. Claims 1, 5, 9, 14, 16, 17, 19, 20, and 21 have been 
amended. Claims 2, 7, 8, 18 have been cancelled. New claims 22-26 have been added. It is 
respectfully submitted that the amendments to the currently pending claims and the addition of 
the new claims do not add new matter to the Present Application. Favorable reconsideration of 
the application is requested in view of the amendments and comments herein. 



*- j Rejection of Claims 1-6. 9- 11. 14. 15. and 17-19 Under 35 U.S.C. S102ftrt 

| Claims 1-6,9-11, 14, 15, and 17-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Publication No. 2002/0061068 to Leva, et al. ("Leva"). Claims 1, 5, 9, 14, 
1 7, and 19 have been amended. Claims 2 and 1 8 have been cancelled. Withdrawal of this 
rejection is respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

| Claim 1 has been amended to substantially recite the elements of claim 2, now cancelled. 
Specifically, amended claim 1 recites that the signal modifier comprises a signal shaper that 
shaf*£$ a modulation constellation of the input signal to reduce the peak values associated with 
the input signal. In the Office Action dated December 8, 2006 (hereinafter "Office Action"), the 
Examiner asserts that Leva discloses a signal shaper to reduce peak signals (Office Action, page 
2; citing Leva, FIG. 1). Representative for Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

| Leva teaches modulation of a string of baseband OFDM symbol data blocks in digital 
formjby performing an Inverse Fast Fourier Transform (IFFT) (Leva, paragraphs 22 and 23). 
The pFT operation is performed once the data blocks have been mapped into complex points of 
the constellation chosen for the modulation of the single carriers (Leva, paragraph 23). Peaks are 
reduced in the system of Leva by summing an anti-peak signal to the already modulated signal 
following the IFFT operation (Leva, paragraph 45). Therefore, the system of Leva reduces peaks 
in a signal that has already been modulated based on complex point constellation mapping. 
Thus*, Leva does not teach a signal shaper that shapes a modulation constellation of the input 
signal to reduce the peak values, as recited in claim 1. Accordingly, Leva does not anticipate 
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claiin 1. Withdrawal of the rejection of claim 1, as well as claims 3-6 which depend therefrom, 
is respectfully requested, 

1 Claim 9 has been amended to recite that the instruction signal is associated with a scale 
factpr of the input signal to modify the input signal. As described above, Leva teaches that peaks 
are reduced in the system of Leva by summing an anti-peak signal to the already modulated 
sigrial following the IFFT operation (Leva, paragraph 45). Representative for Applicant 
respectfully submits that Leva does not teach that an instruction signal is associated with a scale 
factor of an input signal to modify the input signal, as recited in claim 9. Therefore, Leva does 
not anticipate claim 9. Withdrawal of the rejection of claim 9, as well as claims 10 and 1 1 which 
depend therefrom, is respectfully requested. 

I Claim 1 4 has been amended to recite that the instruction signal is transmitted in a parallel 
rela|onship, such that the instruction signal is transmitted concurrently with the modified input 
signal, and that the means for reconstructing employs the instruction signal that was transmitted 
in th^ parallel relationship with the modified input signal. Leva teaches that the side-information 
relaing to the anti-peak signal is modulated into the signal in the subsequent symbol, such that 
the auxiliary information related to the current symbol is to be transmitted in the next symbol 
(Le&, paragraphs 46 and 54). Thus, Leva teaches that the side-information for the anti-peak 
signal is transmitted subsequent to the modified signal itself. Therefore, Leva does not teach that 
the instruction signal is transmitted in a parallel relationship, such that the instruction signal is 
transmitted concurrently with the modified input signal, and that the means for reconstructing 
emp|oys the instruction signal that was transmitted in the parallel relationship with the modified 
inpuj signal, as recited in claim 14. Accordingly, Leva does not anticipate claim 14. Withdrawal 
of thjr rejection of claim 14, as well as claims 15 and 16 which depend therefrom, is respectfully 
requested. 

Claim 17 has been amended to recite combining the modified input signal and the 
instruction signal into a transmission signal in a sequential relationship, such that the instruction 
sign* is transmitted prior to the modified input signal. As described above, Leva teaches that 
the s|de-information relating to the anti-peak signal is modulated into the signal in the 
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subsequent symbol (Leva, paragraphs 46 and 54). Therefore, combining the modified input 
signal and the instruction signal into a transmission signal in a sequential relationship, such that 
the Instruction signal is transmitted prior to the modified input signal, as recited in claim 17. 
Accordingly, Leva does not anticipate claim 17. Withdrawal of the rejection of claim 17, as well 
as cjlaim 19 which depends therefrom, is respectfully requested. 

j For the reasons described above, claims 1, 3-6, 9-1 1, 14, 15, 17, and 19 should be 
patentable over the cited art. Accordingly, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested 

j 

H. j Rejection o f Claims 12. 13. 20. and 21 Under 35 U.S.C. 8102(h) 

j Claims 12, 13, 20, and 21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by 
"OIpMwith Reduced Peak-to-Average Power Ratio by Multiple Signal Representation", Vol. 
51, ifo. 1/2, 2/1997, XP 000991 143 by Muller, et al. ("Muller"). Withdrawal of this rejection is 
respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

\ Claim 1 2 recites a signal splitter that decomposes an input signal into a plurality of 
replica signals, each of the plurality of replica signals having a maximum peak value below the 
maximum peak value of the input signal, a signal combiner that sequential orders the plurality of 
repl&a signals for transmission, and a power amplifier that amplifies the sequentially ordered 
plurality of replica signals to provide a transmission signal. In the Office Action, the Examiner 
assess that Muller discloses the elements of claim 12 (Office Action, page 3; citing Muller, FIG. 
5; p^ges 59 and 63). Representative for Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

j Muller teaches that an information bearing subcarrier set is divided into V pairwise 
disjointed sub-blocks, which aggregately represent the input signal (Muller, Section V.l). 

i 

However, the V pairwise disjointed sub-blocks are not replica signals, as recited in claim 12. In 
the system of Muller, each of the V pairwise disjointed sub-blocks are divided in such a way that 
everj» used subcarrier within the OFDM symbol is represented in exactly one of the V sub- 
blocks. Thus, all carrier positions in a given sub-block that are represented in another sub-block 
are set to zero. This is demonstrated by FIG. 4 of Muller, which demonstrates that each of the 

sub-t|ocks is distinct relative to the others. The V sub-blocks in the system of Muller are thus 
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nei|ier replicas of the original signal nor of each other. Therefore, Muller teaches that peaks are 
redked by rotating the sub-blocks with respect to each other and combining them prior to 
transmission, and not by decomposing the input signal into a plurality of replica signals, as 
recifed in claim 12. Furthermore, because Muller teaches that the divided sub-blocks are 
combined prior to transmission, Muller likewise does not teach a signal combiner that 
sequentially orders the plurality of replica signals for transmission, as aiso recited in claim 12. 
Accordingly, Muller does not anticipate claim 12. Withdrawal of the rejection of claim 12, as 
well as claim 1 3 which depends therefrom, is respectfully requested. 



Claim 13 depends from claim 12, which is not anticipated by Muller for the reasons 



des<jribed above. Therefore, claim 13 should likewise be allowed over the cited art. in addition, 
claim 13 recites that the instruction signal informs a receiver of at least one of the number of 
repljca signals and scaling associated with the replica signals. Muller teaches that side 
information of a set of rotation factors is transmitted to the receiver (Muller, Section V.2). 
Hovfever, because Muller does not teach division of the signal into replica signals, and does not 
teac| that peaks are reduced based on the scaling of the replica signals, Muller likewise does not 
teacf that the instruction signal informs a receiver of at least one of the number of replica signals 
and scaling associated with the replica signals, as recited in claim 13. Therefore, Muller does not 
anticipate claim 13. Withdrawal of the rejection of claim 13 is respectfully requested. 

f Claim 20 recites modifying an input signal into a plurality of replica signals, each of the 
plurality of replica signals having a peak value below the maximum peak value of the input 
signal, and sequentially ordering the plurality of replica signals into a transmission signal. For 
the reasons described above regarding claim 12, Muller does not anticipate claim 20. 
Withdrawal of the rejection of claim 20, as well as claim 21 which depends therefrom, is 
respectfully requested. 

For the reasons described above, claims 12, 13, 20, and 21 should be patentable over the 
cited fart. Accordingly, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 
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III. I Rejection of Claims 7. 8. and 16 Under 35 U.S.C. S103fa) 

$ . 

j Claims 7, 8, and 16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over 

r 

Leva in view of Muller. Claims 7 and 8 have been cancelled. Withdrawal of this rejection is 
respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

| Claim 1 6 recites means for decomposing the input signal into a plurality of replica 

signals, each having a maximum peak value below the maximum peak value of the input signal, 

»il 

and hieans for sequentially ordering the plurality of replica signals into a transmission signal. 
Claim 16 depends from claim 14. As described above, Leva does not anticipate claim 14, and 
thusjLeva likewise does not teach or suggest claim 16. The addition of Muller does not cure the 
deficiencies of Leva to teach or suggest claim 1 6. As described above regarding claim 12, 
Muljer does not teach decomposing the input signal into a plurality of replica signals, each 
having a maximum peak value below the maximum peak value of the input signal, and 
seqi^ntially ordering the plurality of replica signals into a transmission signal. Therefore, 
neither Leva nor Muller, individually or in combination, teach or suggest claim 16. Withdrawal 
of the rejection of claim 1 6 is respectfully requested. 

IV. j New Claims 22^26 

New claim 22 recites a communication system comprising a first communication device, 
the first communication device comprising a signal modifier configured to receive an input 
signal and to modify the input signal to reduce peak values associated with the input signal, and a 
transmitter configured to transmit the modified input signal. New claim 22 also recites that the 
communication system also comprises a second communication device, the second 
communication device comprising a receiver configured to receive the transmitted modified 
input signal, and a reconstructor configured to reconstruct the modified input signal to its 
original form prior to modification employing modification information associated with the 
modifications of the input signal, and that the modification information resides at the second 
communication device prior to the receiver receiving the transmitted modified input signal. 
Representative for Applicant respectfully submits that none of the cited art teaches or suggests 
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newj claim 22. Consideration and allowance of new claim 22, as well as new claim 23 which 
depends therefrom, is respectfully requested. 

j New claim 23, which depends from new claim 22, recites that the modification 

information comprises a scale factor associated with reducing peak values. New claim 24, which 

i 

depends from claim 1, recites that the modifications of the input signal comprise scaling die 

it 

input signal to reduce the peak values associated with the input signal. Representative for 
Applicant respectfully submits that none of the cited art teaches or suggests new claims 23 and 
24. ^Consideration and allowance of new claims 23 and 24 is respectfully requested 

| New claim 25 depends from claim 3 and recites that the parallel relationship comprises 
the iiistruction signal associated with the peak reduced input signal being transmitted 
concurrently with the peak reduced input signal. New claim 26 also depends from claim 3 and 
recites that the sequential relationship comprises the instruction signal associated with the peak 
redufeed input signal being transmitted prior to the peak reduced input signal. Representative for 
Applicant respectfully submits that none of the cited art teaches or suggests new claims 25 and 
26. Consideration and allowance of new claims 25 and 26 is respectfully requested 

I 
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j CONCLUSION 

i 

j In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicant respectfully submits that the present 
application is in condition for allowance. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of this 
application and that the application be passed to issue. 



I please charge any deficiency or credit any overpayment in the fees for this amendment to 

our Deposit Account No. 20-0090. 
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